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REPLY TO TH~AITFENTION O F  1 . . - __ 
Mr. Johnny W. Reising SRF-5J 
United States Department of Energy 
Feed Materials Production Center 
P.O. Box 3 9 8 7 0 5  
Cincinnati, Ohio 4 5 2 3 9 - 8 7 0 5  

RE: Draft OU 5 Area 1, 
Phase 1 RA Work Plan 

Dear Mr. Reising: 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U. S. EPA) has 
completed its review of the United States Department of Energy's 
(U.S. DOE) draft Operable Unit (OU) 5 Area 1, Phase 1, Remedial 
Action (RA) work plan. 

The purpose of the RA work plan is to describe the sampling 
locations and procedures f o r  certifying the area clean. Although 
the sampling locations and constituents for analysis are adequate 
U.S. EPA has several concerns regarding the certification portion 
of the work plan. Specifically, the work plan is not clear 
regarding which areas will be certified and it does not present 
project schedules. 

Therefore, U . S .  EPA disapproves the RA work plan pending 
incorporation of adequate responses to the attached comments. 
However, U.S. EPA does approve the sampling and analysis portion of 
the plan. Thus U.S. DOE may commence field activities prior to 
u.S. EPA's concurrence on the certification of the work plan. 

U.S. DOE must submit a revised work plan and responses to comments 
within thirty ( 3 0 )  days receipt of this letter. 
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Please contact me at (312) 886-0992 if you have any questions 
regarding this matter. 

Sincerely, 1 

&A ames A. Saric 
Remedial Project Manager 
Federal Facilities Section 
SFD Remedial Response Branch #2 

Enclosure 

cc: Tom Schneider, OEPA-SWDO 
Jack Baublitz, U.S. DOE-HDQ 
John Bradburne, FERMCO 
Charles Little, FERMCO 
Terry Hagen, FERMCO 
Tom Walsh, FERMCO 
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TECHNICAL REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE "DRAFT OPERABLE UNIT 5, AREA 1, 
PHASE 1 REMEDIAL ACTION WORK PLAN" 

FERNALD ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PROJECT 
- 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page #.: NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment #:1 
Comment: The work plan does not clearly identify areas that will 

be certified as clean under the Area 1, Phase 1, scope of 
work. For example, Section 2.3 states that "Area B (in its 
entirety) and Area C will be certified1'; however, in Section 
3 the text indicates that only Area B Northwest will be 
certified. Table 3-1 suggests that none of the areas will be 
certified under the Area 1, Phase 1, scope of work. The 
concept that no areas within the Area 1, Phase 1 scope of 
work will be certified appears to conflict with the 
discussions in meetings between the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) and the U.S. Department of Energy 
(DOE). It was EPA's understanding that the scope of Area 1, 
Phase 1 work plan included certification. The concept of 
delaying certification until a future date may not be 
acceptable. The scope of this work plan must be clearly and 
consistently described and discrepancies must be corrected. 
In addition, a detailed schedule outlining the timeframe for 
certification should be added to the work plan. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  2 Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  2 
Comment # :  Several areas will be excavated under the scope of 

this project. However, certification for many of these 
areas will apparently be postponed until either funding is 
available or other phases of the Area 1 removal action are 
completed. The work plan should be amended to fully explain 
in the text the purpose for delaying certification. For 
example, the work plan states that Area D will be excavated 
as part of this removal action to prepare the area for 
construction of the Operable Unit (OU) 1 railyard. However, 
the area must be adequately certified before the On-site 
Disposal Facility (OSDF) or other permanent structure 
construction activities begin. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3 Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  3 
Comment # :  The text refers to several types of "precertificationll 

sampling. The use of the term Ilprecertificationii to identify 
several different types of sampling with different intended 
uses may lead to confusion during project implementation and 
data evaluation. The text should be revised to use a unique 
term for each type of precertification and final 

. certification sampling based on the intended use of sampling 
' data. Also, the term Ilcertificationll should be changed to 

"final certification" to more properly reflect the data's 
use. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  4 
Comment # :  The schedule is discussed briefly in two portions of 

the work plan, Section 4 . 4  and Section 7.8. Both schedules 
appear outdated. Furthermore, the schedule should be more 
fully developed to show project milestones and related 
milestones from remedi'al actions at operable units (OU) that 
may impact this work schedule. For example, construction of 
the OSDF is driving the overall schedule for most of Area 1, 
Phase 1 excavation and certification. The OSDF timeline 
should therefore be shown in relation to the intended 
schedule for remedial actions outlined in this workplan. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  NA Page # :  NA Line # :  NA 
Original General Comment # :  5 
Comment: The text contains numerous typographic errors. For 

example "global positioning satellite" should be corrected 
to "global positioning system. I' Also, the text contains 
numerous incorrect or incomplete cross-references. For 
example Page 5-2 ,  Line 11 incorrectly refers to Figure E-1 
instead of Figure E-2. As another example, the reference to 
"Nelson and others ( 1 9 9 4 ) ' '  on Page 5-3 ,  Line 2 does not have 
a corresponding citation in the references listed. 
Typographic errors and other discrepancies in the text 
should be corrected. 

SPECIFIC COMMEbTTS 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  2.3 Page # :  2-4 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  1 
Comment: The text states that "only Areas B (in its entirety) and 

C will be certified as part of the Area 1, Phase 1 scope; 
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due to budget constraints, Areas A and D and all adjacent 
areas ... will not be certified by this work plan." First, 
the statement concerning which areas will be fully certified 
is inconsistent with other portions of the document. For 
example, Section 3.1.1 indicates that only Area B Northwest 
will be certified, but Table 3-1 indicates that Areas B and 
C may not be certified under the scope of Area 1, Phase 1. 
Furthermore, the table indicates that certification will be 
conducted "prior to OSDF construction." Whether this is 
inclusive of the Phase 1, Area 1 scope of work is unclear. 
The text should be revised to consistently and accurately 
present certification information. Second, the funding issue 
and its relevance to the scope of work should be clarified. 
In addition, if funding will impact some or all of the scope 
of work, tasks should be prioritized in the work plan. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  3.1.4 Page # :  3-2 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  2 
Comment: The text states that soil contamination is expected in 

the top 6 inches of soil. This statement is inconsistent 
with Figure 2-2 which shows anticipated contamination in 
Area D at depths up to 5 feet below ground surface. The text 
and/or figure should be revised to present consistent and 
correct information. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section#:4.4 Page # :  4-16 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  3 
Comment: The proposed project schedule indicates a start date for 

soil remediation in August 1996. It appe'ars that this 
schedule is incorrect. It is unlikely that work will start 
in August, based on the date of this submittal. This date 
should be revised if incorrect. Also, the schedule should 
be expanded to include deliverables, an approximate timeline 
of activities including the estimated start and finish date 
for Area 1, Phase 1 activity and other related tasks such as 
the construction of the OSDF. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Table # :  5-1 Page # :  5-8 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  4 
Comment: This flow chart states that there are 16 contaminants of 

concern (COC) identified in the ecological risk assessment; 
however, the the text on Page 5-3 state that 1 7  COCs result 
from the ecological risk assessment. The numbers should be 
consistent. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Table # :  5-3 Page # :  5-12 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  5 
Comment: Lead.is identified as an area-specific COC in Table 5-3, 

but it is not listed as such in Table E-1. Table E-1 should 
be revised to include lead as an area-specific COC. I 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Table # :  6-2 Page # :  6-14 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  6 
Comrrient: Table 6-2 omits lead, which is included in Table 5-3.  

Lead must therefore also be included in Table 6-2 and in the 
sampling and analysis scheme. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  6.5.1 Page # :  6-11 Line # :  12 
Original Specific Comment # :  7 
Comment: The text states that the global positioning system (GPS)  

will be used to define the areas covered by the RTRACK 
system. However, the selective availability features of the 
GPS produce considerable random variation of the GPS signals 
(dithering); therefore, position accuracy is 100 meters for 
95 percent of the time, with a greater margin of error the 
rest of the time. Furthermore, the dithering is rapid 
enough to degenerate precision so that an apparent position 
may change as much as 100 meters within a minute or so. It 
is recommended that the DOE either discuss procurement of 
"precise positioning service" (PPS) receivers from the U.S .  
Department of Defense (DoD) or set-up and operate a 
differential GPS system. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  7.4.1 Page # :  7-5 Line # :  8 
Original Specific Comment # :  8 
Comment: The text states that DOE will alter the size of a Class 

I certification unit (CU) as necessary to complete area 
coverage. The text implies that size will increase or 
decrease and does not mention shape changes. The CU system 
described here would be more appropriate if the policy for 
complete area coverage is -to adjust the shape of the CU and 
then, if necessary, decrease the CU area. This policy seems 
to be the only one implemented, as shown by CU 51 in Figure 
7-1. The work plan should be revised to present this policy 
for all three classes of CU. 
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Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  7 . 7  Page # :  7-9 Line # :  9 
Original Specific Comment # :  9 
Comment: Section 7 .7  presents the statistical testing formula. 

In this section, the term "b" (assumed to mean "p" )  is not 
relevant for looking up the critical value; therefore, this 
term should be deleted from this sentence. The actual 
value of the results should be calculated as part of the 
data assessment and included in the certification report to 
verify that an adequate number of samples was collected. In 

identified as the value for the one-sided distribution of t, 
as implied in the null hypothesis in Line 10. 

' addition, the "a1' value (assumed to mean "cx") should be 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section#: 7 .8  Page # :  7-10 Line #:NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  10 
Comment: It is recommended that the proposed schedule for 

submittal of certification reports be combined with the 
schedule in Section 4.4. Certification reports for Areas A 
and C are scheduled for submittal with Area I, Phase I1 
reports. This submittal schedule is inconsistent with 
discussion in Sections 2 and 3. A l s o ,  the schedule includes 
a submittal for the "OSDF footprint" dated January 31, 1996. 
U.S. EPA is unaware of any certification reports submitted 
on this date. This date therefore appears to be a 
typographic error. The work plan schedule should be 
revised to accurately reflect submittal dates consistent 
with the dates discussed in other sections. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Appendix C, C.1.3 Page # :  C.1-3 Line # :  9 
Original Specific Comment # :  11 
Comment: This text notes correctly (see Table 7-1)  that the 

cleanup level €or aluminum is 16,100 milligrams per kilogram 
(mg/kg)as derived from the background concentrations. 
However, on Line 11 Table C.1-2 is cited and presents an 
aluminum cleanup level of 10,103 mg/kg as derived from 
ecotoxicity effects. Table C.1-4 on Page C.1-11 gives the 
value of 16,100 mg/kg but ascribes it to ecotoxicity 
effects. The appendix should be revised to present 
consistent aluminum cleanup levels and sources for these 
levels 

.a 



_ . .  . 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Appendix C, C.1.3 Page # :  C.l-3 Line # :  18 
Original Specific Comment # :  12 
Comment: This text says Aroclors will be analyzed by using the 

llsw 846 Method 8270" to assure a cleanup level of 0.13 
mg/kg. It should be noted that this level is near the 
method detection limit for Method 8270. It is recommended 
that DOE verify whether a sample detection level of 0.04 
mg/kg or less can be obtained by the selected laboratory 
using Method 8270. If this detection limit can not be met, 

. ' then it is recommended that SW-846 Method 8080 be used for 
analysis of Aroclors. 

Commenting Organization: U . S .  EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Appendix C, C.1.7 Page # :  C.l-6 Line # :  15 
Original Specific Comment # :  13 
Comment: The validity of the sample design requires random 

selection of both the grid cells to be sampled and the 
actual sampling location within each grid cell. The work 
plan should be revised to present a standard operating 
procedure (SOP) for these selections. This SOP should be 
cited in the appendix here and in the sampling plan in 
Section 7.6. Also, because randomness is critical to 
certification results, the SOP should be reviewed by 
regulators before it is used for certification. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Page # :  C.l-7 Line # :  3 Section # :  Apx C, C.1.7 

Original Specific Comment # :  14 
Comment: In addition, this section should provide more 

information on how FEMP will use the data assessment process 
to verify that the actual sample results provide the desired 
" P o  level. 

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric 
Section # :  Appendix C, C.3 Page # :  C.3-1 Line # :  NA 
Original Specific Comment # :  15 
Comment: The study discussed here is a reasonable method of . 

determining whether the innovative high-purity germanium 
(HPGe) detector produces results comparable to standard 
methods. A potential limitation to the HPGe study is the 
possibility that Phase I of Area 1 will not contain an 
adequate range of target concentrations. It is recommended 
that another area of the site should be used to furnish soil 
samples containing contamination at concentrations near the 
waste acceptance criteria (WAC) level. This comment also 
applies to Section C . 4 ,  which discusses the comparability 
study for the RTRACK. 
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